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Abstract 
Campus house is commonly conceived and carried out as a merely physical shelter to snugly accommodate students in shared 
campus environment. In order to recruit and retain students in the universities, there is a need to enhance student satisfaction 
towards the provided housing facilities. The purpose of this paper is to investigate the significant difference in satisfaction means 
reported by the students from various socio-physical backgrounds. Particularly, it examines the statistically significant 
differences from the aspects of gender, mix-ethnicity, economic status, and previous home experience. Data were obtained from 
the face-to-face survey, administered to 495 participants who stayed on-campus at Malaysian Research Universities. These were 
analyzed using descriptive, T-test, and One-way ANOVA. Generally, the results show that significant differences can be seen in 
a different way from every aspect and obviously reveals that students were adapted to live in shared campus environment. 
Consequently, it is hoped that the findings of this study should therefore be valuable and considered by the universities 
management in an attempt to improve the quality of their future campus house.         
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1. Introduction 
Nowadays, proper housing is considered to be the very basic requirement of modern day living. Klis & Karsten 
routines commence. In terms of student housing, proper housing will stimulate a silent study environment, provide 
security and privacy, promote good friendships among the residents, and help the university housing administrators 
 on-campus student lives in the universities (Hassanain, 2008). 
Nevertheless, Bland & Schoenauer (1966) professed that a total experience of collegiate life in the university for 
tertiary students tend to become fragmented into components represented by university-owned buildings, each 
fulfilling certain needs or functions. One of the buildings is, for instance, student housing or campus house provided 
with living-learning  Usually, these tertiary students experienced their home 
living by staying in the campus house. Campus house is commonly conceived and carried out as a merely physical 
shelter to snugly accommodate students in shared campus environment (Amole, 2009a). Thus, the fragmentation of 
campus house is being explained through the separation of its facilities. Najib et al. (2011) named these facilities as 
student housing facilities (SHFs) which encompass study-bedrooms, washrooms, pantries, common and recreation 
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rooms, and support services provided in student housing building, properly and well equipped with complete home-
like amenities inside every room.  
Previous studies have pointed out various factors which influence student One of the main factors 
is the socio-physical backgrounds. Socio-physical backgrounds are the demographic characteristics of an individual 
such as gender, economic status, ethnicity, and others (Kaya & Erkip, 2001 ). In terms of genders, 
Amole (2005) and Kaya & Erkip (2001) analyzed the effect of 
Nigeria and Turkey. Their results are in conflict where Amole (2005) found that female students were most likely to 
live in shared facilities; while Kaya & Erkip (2001) proclaimed that female students would feel more stressful in a 
crowded space. Besides, Petruzzellis et al. (2006) studied on the effect of economic status on coping strategies for 
living in the campus house in Italy. They found that students who did part-time jobs will be seeking on a better 
a
administration. All these studies are looking at one specific socio-physical characteristics for example gender and 
economic status. The effect of many variables of socio-physical background is still unknown. As such, there is a 
need to understand better the relationship between various  socio-physical backgrounds and their 
satisfaction with SHFs. The question raised here is  difference in the mean satisfaction of 
SHFs scores for variance -     
Rather than focusing on specific socio-physical variables, this paper will examine the significant difference in 
diverse gender, mix-ethnicity, economic status, and previous home experience aspects in determining satisfaction or 
dissatisfaction with SHFs at Malaysian Research Universities (RUs) campus house. The results will give valuable 
views for the facilities managers as well as student housing departments towards the improvement of much better 
SHFs in the near future. By doing this housing assessment too, any defects in the housing facilities could be rectified 
and fixing modern housing facilities could increase the occu   
2. Satisfaction with Student Housing Facilities  
 Campus house is very special. Instead of serving as living accommodation for tertiary students, it also has a very 
unique home-like characteristics. Even though the initiative of designing the campus house is adopted from the 
typical family house design, campus house and family house are not the same. According to Amole (2009b), campus 
house comprises a basic study-bedroom unit with other SHFs such as bathroom, toilets, laundry, pantry, common 
lounge, and cafeteria which are located either at the floor level, the block or at the whole campus house 
accommodation. On the contrary, the basic unit for family house is a house which includes bedrooms, bathrooms, 
toilets and living area with other housing facilities such as play ground, shops and school which are in the 
neighbourhood (Parkes et al., 2002). Another differences between campus house and family house are the facilities 
that are inside the campus house need to be shared with many peoples and the areas, facilities or amenities available 
in campus house are also not as thorough as what family house has. Furthermore, secure and well-maintain SHFs 
that provide students with privacy combined with creative residence life programs support the admissions or 
recruiting process and greatly assist the university in attracting highly qualified students (Roche et al., 2010). 
 In order to create a home-like concept, universities have included study facilities within the bedroom; reading 
rooms within the hall; and meeting places known as common and recreation rooms for social gatherings and 
academic discussions in one modern and high- Wallace 
et al., 2004; Amole, 2005; Bachman, 2007; Martin & Allen, 2009). These facilities are also built to generate greater 
degrees of active and collaborative learning, more interaction with faculty members, potential for increased 
interaction with other students of diverse backgrounds and beliefs, and easy access to the campus programs which 
directly support the educational and social goals of the university (Brandon et al., 2008; Hassanain, 2008; 
Willoughby et al., 2009). With these good concepts, intellectual activities can hopefully be done beyond the 
department in less formal or institutional environment (Amole, 2005; Thomsen, 2007; Brandon et al., 2008). 
According to Martin & Allen (2009), recent trends indicate that the modern and high-tech campus house is now a 
multi-story secure-access building with private rooms and featuring communal facilities such as laundry, kitchen, 
study room, and television room where those rooms tend to be carpeted and sometime air conditioned. Bachman 
(2007) and Wiens (2010) claimed that kitchens, private bathrooms, study lounges, and social spaces are now 
considered as a basic necessity in luxurious campus house. Internet facilities either through a network connection in 
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each study-bedroom, a central computer cluster room or Wi-Fi also has become as standard requirements in campus 
house (Schenke, 2008; Roche et al., 2010). These days, most of the campus house always have extra facilities such 
as cash point, parking lots, mini market, bookstore, fitness centre, cafeteria, and others in the housing areas 
(Abramson, 2009; Martin & Allen, 2009; Roche et al., 2010) and fixing these facilities can add more dimensions 
 
 Therefore, satisfaction with SHFs can be defined as a pleasant feeling when the students  housing needs have 
been fulfilled especially with the existence of superiority physical features. Amole (2005) affirmed that satisfaction 
Another meaning of 
satisfaction with SHFs is a good response from the students towards their house environments which promotes 
positive socialization process, encourages study mood, and has adequate amenities. In this study, thus, satisfaction 
with SHFs was measured by using satisfaction scales relied utilizing the house 
facilities and amenities.  
3. The Effects of Different Socio-physical Backgrounds toward Students  Satisfaction with Housing Facilities    
 Previous studies found that different socio-physical backgrounds would effect the overall 
satisfaction or dissatisfaction with SHFs. Arguments on perceiving satisfaction or dissatisfaction when encountering 
with SHFs from the aspects of gender, mix-ethnicity, economic status, and previous home experience are discuss in 
details hereafter. 
3.1. Gender   
Gender has been identified as one of the indicators in determining . Amole 
(2005) configured that female students preferred to live in shared facilities while male students preferred to live in 
private spaces. Similarly, Meir et al. (2007) encountered that male students cared more about privacy in their study-
bedrooms by less operating the shutters in promising personal territory and used the rooms as a place for them to 
sleep and relax, while, females like to make friends and entertain people in their rooms. Because of this reason, Li et 
al. (2007) opined that the tendency to feel greater satisfaction with the overall campus house experiences is higher 
among the female students if compared to male students. However, in an extreme condition, like smaller room and 
crowded space, female students would feel stressful and 
thus dissatisfied compared to male students (Kaya & Erkip, 2001).  
3.2. Mix-ethnicity    
Ethnicity too had satisfaction or dissatisfaction. From a sociological perspective, the key 
of ethnic unity and tolerance in a mixed society was education (Zainal et al., 2010). Because everybody has a 
different mindset about people from other ethnics, by growing up with a positive experience, mixing with different 
ethnics during school time, and being educated and motivated persons, someone will not hold prejudices to other 
ethnics (Zainal et al., 2010). Potter & Cantarero (2006) testified that the discrimination of different races did 
contribute to residential dissatisfaction. A good community can be described as a group of residents who lived in a 
friendly and supportive environment in their neighbourhood (Foubert et al., 1998). Musterd (2008) reported that 
mixed communities were enabled to initiate a positive socialisation process and people who lived in a socially 
mixed environment will have good interactions with other residents. This shows that besides having the chance to 
know other cultures, it also ecourages the chances for students to study together. Some authors, however, disagree. 
Parkes et al. (2002) claimed that people who lived in mix-tenure would face difficulties in their social relationship 
with neighbours. Similar to Smets & Uyl (2008), they concluded that living in an ethnically mixed environment 
does not contribute to community cohesion, safety and liveability neighbourhood but living with different ethnics 
does lead to intergenerational conflicts, less peaceful cohabitation, and ethnics frictions.  
3.3. Economic Status   
Economic status is also important in determining satisfaction or dissatisfaction. For students, economic status 
which is usually identified through income level can be judged through their family backgrounds or other financial 
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supports such as scholarship, study loan or part-time work. Amole (2009a) and Thomsen & Eikemo (2010) posited 
that students with higher or good economic status (family support or scholarship) could afford to rent rooms with 
better qualities provided in the campus house as they desire. According to Curtis & Klapper (2005), students who 
came from wealthy families usually chose to stay off-campus either in rented houses or flats rather than staying in 
campus house. Galster (1987) and Frank & Enkawa (2009) postulated that people who had good economic status 
can afford also to alter unsatisfactory dwelling features and beautify their houses with classy furniture or 
decorations. In addition, Petruzzellis et al. (2006) declared that students who did part-time jobs will be seeking on a 
better accomodation outside th
administration. This scenario shows that students with good economic status have the choices to choose what they 
like and desire.   
3.4. Previous Home Experiences   
 Galster (1987) and Thomsen & Eikemo (2010)  or dissatisfaction was also 
pertinent to their previous home experiences; an Thomsen 
(2007) professed that as much homey as parental home which students could experience in their campus house, 
satisfaction would be responded to their institutional house. Previous home experiences also included whether the 
students prefer sharing or totally privacy and relationships among households. Kaya & Erkip (2001) and Li et al. 
(2007) explored that the lower the number of persons sharing a room unit at a time, the higher the level of 
satisfaction could be achieved. Foubert et al. (1998) and Frank & Enkawa (2009) also postulated that increasing 
satisfaction was really correlated with good relationships among households. While the people could enjoy much 
privacy when staying in their low-density residence, they would also try to avoid from having a stressful condition 
(Wiens, 2010). It can be said that students perhaps could enjoy their collegiate lives when they share rooms with 
small numbers of people at a time and this small community can encourage good friendships among them (Foubert 
et al., 1998; Amole, 2009a).  
4. Research Method 
4.1. Research Design and Scope  
A face-to-face survey was adopted in this study. The data were collected only from students who stayed on-
campus in three Malaysian RUs. University A consists of eight clusters of residential blocks (three-storey to ten-
storey), University B consists of nine clusters of residential blocks (two-storey to six-storey) whilst University C 
consists of twelve clusters of residential blocks (four-storey to nine-storey). 
4.2. Participants 
 The participants of this survey were selected from every floor level of female and male residential blocks in 
every housing cluster using a simple random two-stage cluster sampling procedure. The number of participants from 
every floor level was determined appropriately with probability-proportional-to-size, method by Adamchak et al. 
(2000) and Nasser et al. (2008). A sample of 600 participants was drawn from the large residential population; 
however, the obtained response rate was 82.5%, resulted from a useful sample of 495 participants. Out of 495 
students, 94.1% are undergraduates while 5.9% are postgraduates. There are 47.3% males and 52.7% females, with 
the age allocations are between 18-21 (45.1%), between 22-25 (53.7%), and above 25 (1.2%). Ethnicity of the 
participants is classified as 75.6% Malays, 18.6% Chinese, 3.6% Indians, and 2.2% international students.  
4.3. Survey Instrument and Data Analysis 
 A self-administered questionnaire form embraced two sections. Section A comprised 10 items on  
profile and socio-physical backgrounds and Section B comprised five dimensions of SHFs; study-bedroom (17 
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items), washroom (13 items), pantry (9 items), common and recreation rooms (42 items), and support services (6 
items). A 4-point Likert scale (no neutral choice) with a slight sense of force
level of  satisfaction with SHFs.  
 A reliability test was performed on questions in Section B to measure the constructs reliability and validity. 
Pallant (2005)  The questionnaire 
was confirmed reliable 0.855 and 0.978), specifically for study-bedroom 
s Next, to 
quantify student  satisfaction with SHFs, the mean response for each item in the SHFs constructs was calculated. 





 Subsequently, socio-physical backgrounds on the st
satisfaction with SHFs, further analysis using T-test and One-way ANOVA were performed following the work of 
Amole (2009a).  
5. Findings and Discussion 
5.1. Socio-physical Characteristics 
 A descriptive statistics was performed for questions in Section A to validate the different backgrounds of 
socio-physical characteristics. It was found that the available study-bedroom types in Malaysian campus 
house were designed for single, double, triple as well as quadruple. 44% of the students reported to stay in a double 
study-bedroom, 32.7% stayed in triple study-bedroom, 14.5% stayed in quadruple study-bedroom, and only 8.7% 
stayed in a single study-bedroom at a time. Those provided shared study-bedrooms were also accommodated 
students with a mixed-ethnicity with the percentage of 75.2% Malays, 19% Chinese, 4.4% Indians, and 1.3% others. 
Even though staying in a shared and mixed community, about 91.8% of the students reported that they can make a 
e at the universities. In contrast, 8.2% of the students 
cannot get along with that living situation at the campus house. For the home experience, majority of 67.1% of the 
students claimed that they used to share the bedroom at home and only 32.9% used to live in a single bedroom at 
home. Additionally, students were also confirmed that they had sufficient financial support (74.5%) for their 
independently living away from the parental house. Most of them got the allowance from study loan only (27.1%), 
both parents and study loan (23.4%), scholarship (21.6%), parents only (15.2%), and others (12.7%). 
5.2. Students  
Further analysis of descriptive statistics was then performed for Section B 
satisfaction with the provided SHFs. Table 1 shows the mean scores and standard deviation (SD) of the SHFs 
respectively. As shown in Table 1, mean score for study-bedroom is 2.84, SD = 0.217; for common and recreation 
rooms is 2.65, SD = 0.175; and for washroom is 2.54, SD = 0.187. Mean scores of 2.84, 2.65, and 2.54 indicate that 
0.125; and for pantry is 2  
 
Table 1.  Student Housing Facilities 
 
Dimensions Items Mean Score SD Response Value 
Study-bedroom 17 2.84 0.217 Satisfied 
Common and recreation rooms 42 2.65 0.175 Satisfied 
Washroom 13 2.54 0.187 Satisfied 
Support services 6 2.34 0.125 Dissatisfied 
Pantry 9 2.31 0.185 Dissatisfied 
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5.3. Results of T-test and One-way ANOVA 
 T-test analysis was performed to find out the differences of the mean scores in perception of satisfaction or 
dissatisfaction with mix-ethnicity, and economic status. One-way 
ANOVA analysis was performed to find out the differences of the mean scores in perception of satisfaction or 
dissatisfaction with SHFs differing from the aspects of previous home experience (number of persons sharing the 
room at the parental home). 
5.3.1.  
 An independent-samples T-test was conducted to examine whether there was a significant difference between 
male and female students in relation to their satisfaction with SHFs. Table 2 presents the results of mean difference 
in expressing satisfaction or dissatisfaction based on gender aspect. From the tabulated results, it revealed that there 
is only one statistically significant difference in perceiving satisfaction which is in study-bedroom for males and 
females [t(493) = -2.372, p = 0.018]. For this statistically significant result, it was reported that female students (M = 
49.03, SD = 7.532) significantly perceived higher levels of satisfaction in study-bedroom than male students 
perceived (M = 47.35, SD = 8.306). The result generally is contrary to Kaya & Erkip (2001) who found that females 
dislike to live in a crowded and noisy place. Additionally, females are more talkative than male. So, instead of 
studying and relaxing in the study-bedrooms, females are most likely to make friends and entertain people in that 
room while males just use that room as a place for them to sleep and relax. 
 However, there are no significant difference between both genders in perceiving satisfaction in common and 
recreation room [t(130) = -0.462, p = 0.645], washroom [t(409) = -1.293, p = 0.197], support services [t(475) = -
1.088, p = 0.277], and pantry [t(300) = -0.115, p = 0.909]. The satisfaction differences for both genders cannot be 
seen in those SHFs because the provided facilities have already or perhaps needs and 
demands. This shows that female and male students could easily adapt to live in shared facilities and campus 
environment. Then again, the findings do not support the findings from Amole (2005), Li et al. (2007), and Meir et 
al. (2007).   
 
Table 2. Differences of Satisfaction or Dissatisfaction with SHFs between Genders 
 
Dimensions Gender Mean Std. Deviation t df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Study-bedroom Male 47.35 8.306 -2.372 493 .018  Female 49.03 7.532 
       
Common and recreation rooms Male 111.25 26.597 -0.462 130 .645  Female 113.26 22.756 
       
Washroom Male 32.72 7.074 -1.293 409 .197  Female 33.60 6.595 
       
Support services Male 13.81 3.983 -1.088 475 .277  Female 14.19 3.663 
       
Pantry Male 20.76 6.341 -0.115 300 .909  Female 20.83 5.660 
5.3.2. Mix-ethnicity 
 Another independent-samples T-test was conducted to examine whether there was a significant difference 
liness in relation to their satisfaction with the SHFs. The students used to share all of the 
SHFs and lived in mix-ethnicity of peoples in their campus house. So, the results are based on either the students can 
or cannot get along with their roommates. Table 3 shows the results of mean difference in expressing satisfaction or 
dissatisfaction based on personal friendship aspect. From the tabulated results, it revealed that there is only a 
statistically significant difference between can get along and cannot get along in perceiving satisfaction which is in 
study-bedroom [t(450) = -2.122, p = 0.034]. Students who could get along with their roommates (M = 48.47, SD = 
8.025) reported significantly higher satisfaction in study-bedroom than students who could not get along with their 
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roommates (M = 45.57, SD = 7.407). This finding confirms the study of Foubert et al. (1998) that good relationships 
with roommates encourage co-operative environments and foster personal privacy in a room. 
 Nevertheless, there are no statistically significant difference between the two groups in perceiving satisfaction in 
common and recreation room [t(121) = 0.274, p = 0.785], washroom [t(378) = -0.214, p = 0.831], support services 
[t(450) = -0.433, p = 0.665], and pantry [t(278) = -0.692, p = 0.490]. The results are in agreement with Parkes et al. 
(2002) and Smets & Uyl (2008) who configured that living in an ethnically mixed environment does not contribute 
to community cohesion. The possible explanation is close friendships can easily be done in the study-bedroom area 
compared to other SHFs because there is a little chances and times to meet other residents in the common and 
recreation room, washroom, support services, and pantry area, so less communication occurred. 
 
Table 3. Differences of Satisfaction or Dissatisfaction with SHFs between  
 
Dimensions Friendliness Mean Std. Deviation t df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Study-bedroom Yes 48.47 8.025 -2.122 450 .034  No 45.57 7.407 
       
Common and recreation rooms Yes 112.18 25.537 0.274 121 .785  No 114.56 17.529 
       
Washroom Yes 33.40 6.902 -0.214 378 .831  No 33.13 6.430 
       
Support services Yes 14.15 3.811 -0.433 450 .665  No 13.86 4.015 
       
Pantry Yes 20.97 6.009 -0.692 278 .490  No 20.12 6.114 
5.3.3. Economic Status 
  been grouped as sufficient and insufficient. From the survey, it is said to be 
sufficient when the students got the money from scholarship, study loan, and family support. Students who were 
classified as having insufficient financial support usually did the part-time job or asked the money from the parents 
in ensuring the sufficiency. The independent-samples T-test was conducted again to examine whether there was a 
economic status in relation to their satisfaction with the SHFs. Table 4 
presents the results of mean difference in expressing satisfaction or dissatisfaction based on economic status aspect. 
From the tabulated results, it revealed that the statistically significant difference in perceiving satisfaction can be 
demonstrated in all of SHFs for students who have sufficient and insufficient financial supports. Table 4 depicts that 
there are statistically significant difference in perceiving satisfaction between students who have sufficient and 
insufficient financial supports for: study-bedroom [t(184) = -3.854, p = 0.000]; common and recreation room [t(56) 
= -2.035, p = 0.047]; washroom [t(150) = -3.142, p = 0.002]; support services [t(493) = -2.645, p = 0.008]; and 
pantry [t(300) = -2.244, p = 0.026].  
 
Table 4. Differences of Satisfaction or Dissatisfaction with SHFs between Economic Status 
 
Dimensions Financial Mean Std. Deviation t df Sig. (2-tailed) 
Study-bedroom Sufficient 49.11 7.325 -3.854 184 .000  Insufficient 45.67 9.083 
       
Common and recreation rooms Sufficient 115.34 21.923 -2.035 56 .047  Insufficient 104.64 29.627 
       
Washroom Sufficient 33.83 6.406 -3.142 150 .002  Insufficient 31.17 7.713 
       
Support services Sufficient 14.27 3.814 -2.645 493 .008  Insufficient 13.24 3.738 
       
Pantry Sufficient 21.28 5.822 -2.244 300 .026  Insufficient 19.56 6.303 
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 From the results, it can be justified that students who have sufficient financial support (M = 49.11, SD = 7.325) 
reported significantly higher satisfaction in study-bedroom if compared to students who have insufficient financial 
support (M = 45.67, SD = 9.083). Students who have sufficient financial support (M = 115.34, SD = 21.923) 
reported significantly higher satisfaction in common and recreation room if compared to students who have 
insufficient financial support (M = 104.64, SD = 29.627). Students who have sufficient financial support (M = 
33.83, SD = 6.406) reported significantly higher satisfaction in washroom if compared to students who have 
insufficient financial support (M = 31.17, SD = 7.713). In disputable, students who have sufficient financial support 
(M = 14.27, SD = 3.814) reported significantly higher dissatisfaction in support services if compared to students 
who have insufficient financial support (M = 13.24, SD = 3.738). Students who have sufficient financial support (M 
= 21.28, SD = 5.822) reported also significantly higher dissatisfaction in pantry if compared to students who have 
insufficient financial support (M = 19.56, SD = 6.303).  
 Therefore, it can be explained that students with sufficient financial support are more likely to be satisfied with 
their SHFs. The possible explanation is maybe they have the chances to choose which campus house that suits and 
satisfy accordingly to their needs as well as affordable to rent. As mentioned by Amole (2009a) and Thomsen & 
Eikemo (2010), higher  can be achieved in campus house if the students have the ability to 
choose what they want and need. This ability to choose is backed up with sufficient financial support. In such 
situation, however, the students are dissatisfied with the provided support services and pantry. This maybe due to the 
poor conditions of those facilities which cannot fulfill the students expectation.          
5.3.4. Previous Home Experience 
 A one-way ANOVA was performed to examine whether there were statistically significant differences among 
students from different previous home experience in relation to their satisfaction with the SHFs. Table 5 presents the 
results of mean difference in expressing satisfaction or dissatisfaction based on the number of persons sharing a 
room at parental home aspect. From the tabulated results, it revealed that the statistically significant differences in 
perceiving satisfaction can be demonstrated in common and recreation room [F(2, 129) = 3.42, p = 0.036] and 
pantry [F(2, 299) = 3.38, p = 0.035]. Moreover, referring to Table 5 also, the results reveal that there are no 
statistically significant differences in perceiving satisfaction can be demonstrated in study-bedroom [F(2, 492) = 
1.38, p = 0.252]; washroom [F(2, 408) = 1.36, p = 0.257]; and support services [F(2, 492) = 2.38, p = 0.093]. 
 
Table 5. Differences of Satisfaction or Dissatisfaction with SHFs by Previous Home Experience 
 
Dimensions  Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
Study-bedroom Between Groups 174.00 2 87.00 1.38 .252 
 Within Groups 30999.34 492 63.00   
 Total 31173.35 494    
       
Common and recreation rooms Between Groups 4059.13 2 2029.57 3.42 .036 
 Within Groups 76660.50 129 594.27   
 Total 80719.64 131    
       
Washroom Between Groups 127.33 2 63.67 1.36 .257 
 Within Groups 19063.42 408 46.72   
 Total 19190.75 410    
       
Support services Between Groups 69.06 2 34.53 2.38 .093 
 Within Groups 7131.89 492 14.50   
 Total 7200.95 494    
       
Pantry Between Groups 239.85 2 119.93 3.38 .035 
 Within Groups 10597.42 299 35.44   
 Total 10837.27 301    
 
Post-hoc comparisons using the Tukey HSD test indicate that statistically significant differences in common and 
recreation rooms is between students who stayed in single room (M = 104.86, SD = 29.856) and students who 
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stayed in double room (M = 118.26, SD = 22.534). The same finding was also demonstrated in pantry, could be seen 
between students who stayed in single room (M = 19.67, SD = 6.254) and students who stayed in double room (M = 
21.77, SD = 5.948). Students who stayed in double room reported to have significantly perceived higher level of 
satisfaction in common and recreation rooms but higher level of dissatisfaction in pantry if compared to students 
who stayed in single room. No other significant differences between other groups were revealed. In this situation, it 
can be said that students who lived alone in his or her bedroom at parental home, tend to live in a similar 
environment at the campus house. They need extra privacy to use the SHFs if compared to students who already 
have the sense of sharing the communal facilities as practised at parental home. These findings are in agreement to 
Thomsen (2007) and Wiens (2010). In addition, the findings do also support Foubert et al. (1998) and Frank & 
Enkawa (2009) where living in a harmony community could possibly make the students to develop the togetherness 
to share and use the common and recreation rooms provided in their campus house. 
6. Conclusion  
The results add to our understanding on the influence of various socio-physical characteristics on students
satisfaction with SHFs. Rather than looking at specific socio-physical characteristics, this paper took one step 
further to analyze several socio-physical characteristics namely -ethnicity, economic status, 
and previous home experience. As such it extends the works of Kaya & Erkip (2001), Amole (2005), and 
Petruzzellis et al. (2006).  
The study exposes that generally Malaysian students either males or females do not have any difficulties to share 
the facilities with many people at one time. This is also regarding to their previous sharing experience at their 
parental home which enable these students to easily adapt with living in a mix community from different family 
backgrounds at their campus house. In addition, students reported that they are almost satisfied with the provided 
SHFs at the Malaysian RUs campus house except for the support services and pantry. Nevertheless, it is found that 
living in a mix-ethnicity did not much contribute to improve personal social communications where students 
testified that they can just mingle and interact with other friends only in their study-bedroom.  
The results imply that the residential program being practiced by the Malaysian universities is good and does 
contribute to the social tolerance. However, the layout of the SHFs inside the campus house should be improved, so 
that the interactions among students could be increased for social cohesion. More attention should also be given by 
the housing administrator to improve the delivery of support services and pantry in order to increase the level of 
satisfaction among students.         
It can be concluded that the existence of all sophisticated SHFs which are study-bedrooms; washroom; pantry; 
common and recreation rooms; and support services provided in the campus house can lead to a better study life. If 
students can obtain a lot of benefits by staying in the campus house equipped with necessary facilities, they can 
experience their study life as same as when they are at home or may be a whole lot better than their home. 
Moreover, with good experience with quality services and facilities, it is hoped that students can perform well in 
their studies.  
Some limitations of this study should also be highlighted. Firstly, in term of its scope, this study focuses only on 
the campus house provided at Malaysian RUs. Any generalisation to other institutions in Malaysia should be done in 
a more cautious way. Hopefully, future research could be conducted to the other public and private universities exist 
in Malaysia. Secondly, in term of its theory, current study focuses only on the -
. Further research that investigates these differences in 
more details between those three RUs should add more values to current knowledge on Malaysian students 
perceived satisfaction with their SHFs.   
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